Risk and Protection Profile for
Substance Abuse Prevention in Stevens County

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Management Services Administration

Research and Data Analysis Division



Risk and Protection Profile for
Substance Abuse Prevention Planning
in Stevens County

Linda Becker, Ph.D.
Maija Sandberg
Vera Barga
Martin Hankins, Ph.D.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis Division
in conjunction with the
Division of Alcohol and Substance Abuse
Olympia, Washington 98504-5204

May 2001

When ordering this Report, please refer to:
Report Number 4.40-33



Risk and Protective Factors Report Staff

Director: Linda Becker

Data Collection and Analysis: Maija Sandberg, Vera Barga, and Martin Hankins
Design & Production Assistance: Nora Ellsworth

Editorial Assistance: Pam Darby, Shelli Young

Washington State Survey of Adolescent Health Behaviors

Implementation: Eric Einspruch, Ph.D. RMC

Sponsors: Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, Department of Health,
Division of Alcohol and Substance Abuse and the Office of Community Development

Department of Social and Health Services
Dennis Braddock, Secretary

Management Services Administration
Kennith Harden, Assistant Secretary

Research and Data Analysis Division
Elizabeth Kohlenberg, Ph.D., Director

In conjunction with

Division of Alcohol and Substance Abuse
Kenneth D. Stark, Director

Antoinette Krupski, Ph.D., Research Administrator
Michael Langer, Prevention Services Supervisor



Acknowledgements

This report benefitted enormously from the contributions of the
many individuals and their agencies who collect and maintain
the data reported in this Risk and Protection Profile. Besieged
by data requests as most state agencies are, these people
indirectly but tirelessly support the planning and research that
enhances state, county, and community efforts to prevent
substance use and abuse among the youth of Washington.

In addition, the expanding participation of schools in the
Washington State Survey of Adolescent Health Behaviors
dramatically improves the local planning and monitoring of
prevention activities. All of us working in prevention owe a
debt of gratitude to the school personnel and students who
contributed their time to this important survey effort.






Highlights of this County Profile

The Risk and Protective Factor Profile for each county contains the basic building blocks
for the first phase of a county level needs assessment for substance abuse prevention.
Besides reporting on the most recent collection of social indicator or archival data and
student survey data, the sections called “Workbook” offer guidelines on how to use these
data in a needs assessment that supports science-based prevention planning.

Workbook: Assess Archival Data Page 1
This section defines “archival indicators”, also known as social indicators, offers
suggestions about how to interpret the data, and explains how to read the archival
data graphs and tables.

County Archival Data Page 15
Archival data is presented as summary measures and individual indicators, with
comparison of county data to the state and to a set of similar counties called
“Counties Like Us”. The section is organized by domain---community, family,
school and individual. There is also a section on other problem behaviors. The
archival section includes data only on risk factors and prevalence indicators.
There are no archival data sources for protective factors.

Workbook: Analyze Student Survey Data Page 49
This section contains information about interpreting student survey data,
emphasizing the issues that arise in comparison between the Fall 2000 survey and
the 1998 survey. The workbook includes guidelines on interpretation, taking into
account level and geographic distribution of survey participation.

Student Survey Data Page 61
The results of the Fall 2000 Washington State Survey of Adolescent Health
Behavior are presented by county (for those counties where participation was
widespread) and by state. In addition, where data is available, these results are
compared to results for the 1998 survey. Data are presented in charts and tables.
The section includes a table that compares school district survey participation to
Fall enrollment.

Appendices:
Technical Notes Page 89
Glossary of Archival Indicators Page 99
Police Agencies not reporting Arrests to UCR Page 107

The Washington State Survey of Adolescent Health
Behaviors 2000: Risk and Protective Factors with Survey ltems Page 111
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Needs Assessment Phase One: Archival Data

INTRODUCTION

What is Archival Data?

Archival Data for substance abuse prevention planning are indirect indicators of
risk factors and problem behaviors. There are no archival indicators for protective
factors. These indicators are indirect, or “proxy measures” of risk factors, in that
they do not directly measure risk, but rather show a statistical correlation with
measures of substance use from the student survey. The presentation of these data
begins on page 18. (For and explanation of statistical correlation, see “Correlation”
in Appendix One — Technical Notes.)

The measures of problem behaviors, which we call prevalence indicators, are also
not direct measures of substance use but rather show numbers of behaviors for
which there have been interventions (arrests, treatment, etc.). These data begin on
page 38.

For a complete description of the research on which these archival indicators are
based, see the 1997 Profile on Risk and Protection for Substance Abuse Prevention
Planning in Washington State. You can find that report on the RDA web site at:
www.app2.wa.gov/dshs/rda/reports

What do the tables and graphs of archival data mean?
An explanation of how to read the county risk profile and the data behind it can be
found on pages 11-13.

How are archival data used in a needs assessment?

The flow chart that appears on the nest eight pages outlines the basic steps for the
first phase of the needs assessment. This phase begins with the assessment of
arrival data based on the county level data presented in Part Two of this report.
Each step of the assessment will be explained in the following pages.


http://www.app2.wa.gov/dshs/rda/reports

Assess Archival Data

Prevalence Indicators:
List all indicators of
concern.

Prevalence indicators are
those that directly measure
problem behaviors. In archival
data they are the behaviors that

result in some sort of
intervention---arrests, drug

treatment, etc.

Prevalence measures may serve
as long-term outcome measures 7
!

/

for monitoring purposes.
/

Pages 11-13 show how to read the County
Profiles. You can also learn how the data
were analyzed, with an explanation of

summary measures. Behind each
summary measure are two or more proxy
indicators for which there are trend data

in the following tables.

On pages 11-13 you will also see how to
compare county data to the state and to
“Counties Like Us” (CLU), a group of
counties that are similar to your own in
some key ways. (Also see the Technical

Notes page 89.)

Now you are ready to compare your risk

factor summary measures and the
individual indicator rates to the state and

to the CLU.

v
- Inspect Risk Factor Data
Drop from No . Y
- - Avre risk €s
LUl factors too high?

consideration.

¢

Not
Sure

Add to
Worksheet
Collect/Analyze
additional data

Does new data
justify further
consideration

No

Drop from
consideration

Review your trend data for the indicators.

Yes

Add to or
Complete

worksheet

Complete

Needs
Assessment

List on
worksheet




Assess Archival Data

Prevalence Indicators: Inspect Risk Factor Data

List all indicators of

concern.
How high is too high?
As a starting point, you could define “too  f====----_____
high” as simply “higher than the state \‘\\
average”, or “higher than the Counties- \.
Like-Us average”. T~
In some instances, you may decide that Drop from Ae risk List on
the_ state average itself is too hl_gh, in immediate factors too high? worksheet
which case even if your county is lower consideration.
than the state average, it is still too high. » i
In some cases your knowledge of the // !
community and its values may suggest { Not I/
that even a lower-than-average level of a /’ Sure //
certain risk is too high. ! /
] /
! Add to /
J worksheet /.
/ Collect/Analyze il
Drop. However, as new A additional data P
information becomes _//' //'
available, and as you -
monitor your prevention 7T
plan,youmayneedto |  ____oo------mTT T
return to these data for T
another look. el
/,/ No
4
Drop from ity furher
/ consideration : .
j consideration
1
Needs Assessment Worksheet
Keep track of your thinking! Needs Yes
Assessment should be an iterative process-
--that is, as you gain new information, new
questions and ideas will arise, and you will
go back to the original analysis with a Add to or
different perspective. Develop a worksheet Compee
that meets your needs, your process. TR
There is a sample on page 10. This one is
designed to lead to a Needs Assessment
that includes a prioritization step, and
suggests the need for a resource
assessment.
Complete
Needs
Assessment




Assess Archival Data

Prevalence Indicators:
List all indicators of
concern.

Not sure?

There are a number of reasons why you
may not be able to put certain risk
factors on either the “drop” list or the
worksheet. For example:

--There are no data for the risk factor
Community Laws and Norms but your
workgroup may think it is important.
--You may be concerned about a trend.
Summary measures are based on 5-year
averages---there are no trends for
summary measures. However, your
County Profile includes trend data for
the indicators behind your summary
measures (see pages 12-13 on how to
read trend data tables). Examine these
trends for unfavorable direction.
--There may be a risk factor that is not
especially high for the whole county but
you believe there are populations or
areas of the county for which the risk
factor is very high.

--There may be a risk factor or
protective factor for which there is high
community concern, even though the
county rate is not above the state. See
“How High .. .” on page 5.

In each of these cases, you can collect
additional data to develop your ideas.

Drop from
immediate
consideration.

Drop from
consideration

Inspect Risk Factor Data

No

No

Are risk
factors too high?

Add to
worksheet

Collect/Analyze
additional data

Does new data
justify further
consideration

Yes

Add to or
Complete

worksheet

Complete

Needs
Assessment

Yes

List on
worksheet




Assess Archival Data

Prevalence Indicators:
List all indicators of
concern.

Inspect Risk Factor Data

Finding and analyzing additional data
--One way to find a link between a risk
factor and a potential indicator is to ask the
question: What makes you think this risk
factor is a problem? (There is a column for
problem identification on the Worksheet.)
After identifying these issues, ask, “Is there
a way you can measure or count these?”

--Key informants (or local experts) may have
access to data not included in the County
Profile. For instance, a local health official
may help you gain access to and interpret
emergency room data that are linked to an
important prevalence indicator or risk
factor.

--While the County Profiles report all risk
factors and prevalence indicators at the
county level, you can request reports from
RDA that have data at their original source
geography. For instance, if we collect a
certain data element by zip code, we can
give it to you by zip code.

--1f you want to match local sources of data
against the data in the County Profiles,
make sure you use the same “data
definition”, and use the same population in
the denominator when calculating rates.
(See “Rates” in the Technical Notes, and the
Glossary for definitions.)

--1f you need to develop a new indicator,
make sure that the new indicator is
replicable (that is, the same data can be
reliably collected in future years so that you
can monitor the impacts of your prevention
work), and verifiable---that is, two different
people could collect the same data and come
up with the same results. You also want
data to be stable (that is, there are no wild
fluctuations from one year to the next,
which may occur with things that happen
very rarely, or where the population is very
small). Finally, you want data that is
recent, easy to understand, and will have
some legitimacy in your community.

Drop from No
immediate

consideration.

No

Drop from
consideration

»{ Collect/Analyze

Are risk
factors too high?

Not
Sure

Add to
worksheet

additional data

Does new data
justify further
consideration

Yes

Add to or
Complete

worksheet

Complete
Needs
Assessment

Yes

List on
worksheet




Assess Archival Data

Prevalence Indicators:
List all indicators of
concern.

Inspect Risk Factor Data

Interpreting new data elements
can be difficult. You may not have
trend data, and you may not have
anything with which to compare.

Use experts in your community to
help---someone who has been looking
at the same data for their work. On
the WestCAPT and CSAP web sites AN
there are guidelines for interpreting
many kinds of local data. On the
web, go to ywww.unr.edu/westcapt]
From that page you can also go to
CSAP’s Decision Support System.

Something to consider as you
analyze this new data: is the
indicator appropriate for
monitoring your prevention work?

Community-wide outcome measures
are unlikely to change due to
prevention efforts unless there is a
long-term comprehensive plan. On
the other hand, a very local rate (for
instance, truancy at a specific
elementary school) could change
with a focussed prevention program.

Make sure you have a thorough
definition of your data---exactly what
is included?

Some existing data systems can be
modified to produce data for local
planning. This is an important way
in which having a broad-based
Needs Assessment committee
(including the local health
department) will prove valuable.

Drop from No
immediate
consideration.

Drop from No Does new data
consideration lgg},‘%@gg&?g{,

Are risk Yes
factors too high?

Not
Sure

Add to
worksheet

Collect/Analyze
additional data

Add to or
Complete

worksheet

Complete

Needs
Assessment

List on
worksheet



http://www.unr.edu/westcapt

Assess Archival Data

concern.

Prevalence Indicators:
List all indicators of

Inspect Risk Factor Data

The ideal needs assessment...

The worksheet has columns for reporting
resources, readiness, and priorities. Be
sure to look at the WestCAPT web site’s
section on resource assessment.

In some prevention planning literature,
problems are prioritized before resources
are assessed. As WestCAPT points out,
that allows the resource assessment to be
focussed on the prioritized risk and
protective factors. This makes sense---
resource assessments are complex.

More commonly, however, resource
assessments are considered part of needs

assessment. This also makes sense---needs

are partly defined as gaps in resources.
This is a first step in communities
focussing on resources as assets.

Focused attention on prioritized
community-wide goals improves the
chances of success for prevention. To
follow the progress of a prevention
strategy, every step, every goal, should be
related to a measurable outcome.

Drop from No
immediate
consideration.

Are risk
factors too high?

Not
Sure

Add to
worksheet

Collect/Analyze
additional data

No

Does new data
justify further
consideration

Drop from
consideration

AN Yes

S Add to or
\‘ Complete

worksheet

~ Complete
Needs

*You have now completed the first phase of a needs assessment.
The next phase—analyzing survey data—begins on page 51.

Assessment

Yes

List on
worksheet
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Needs Assessment (Sample) Work Sheet

Risk Factor, Protective Factor
or Prevalence Indicator

How does this show up in
your community? How do you
know it is a problem?

Data Analyzed/Source

Avre there gaps
in resources?

Where are they?

Avre there adequate
resources to fill

gaps?
Is the community
ready to address
this?

Priority




How to Read the Charts and Graphs

Awvailability of Drugs

Extreme Economic &
Social Deprivation
Community
Low Neighborhood
Attachment

Transitions & Mobility

Community Laws and
Norms

Family Conflict

Family History of

Family Substance Abuse

Family Management
Problems

Low Commitment to
School
School

Low School Achievement

Early Initiation of Problem
Behavior

Individual/
Peer

Non-Violent Crime
Prevalence:

Crime
Violence

Prevalence:

Substance Use
Substance Use

Adolescent Sexual

Prevalence: Behavior

Other
Suicide

County Profile «.__

0.80 -
0.46

0.19
0.15

BE=_B

-0.19
-0.20

The Summary Measure allows
you to compare the average of
your county's standardized risk
factor indicators to the state and
"Counties Like Us" (see below).
It is calculated by averaging the
standardized 5-year rates for all
the indicators collected for
collected for each risk factor
(see the next 2 pages for more
details).

0.26
-0.12

No Data Available

This center line represents
the state’s average five-
year rate for each
summary measure.

When the bar goes to the
right of the center line,
your county’s risk is
higher than the state.
When it goes to the left, it
is lower.

-0.38 _em T~
016 .~ RN
e - S N
N
1.29
-0.14
0.98
0.49
2.09
0.88
2.48
0.62

0.30
-0.18

i

0.88
0.13

0.21

lower

state rate higher ]

[l Counties Like Us

I Cascadia

Counties Like Us (CLU)
is a grouping of counties
that are “like” your
county. For explanation of
CLU, and list of counties
groups, see Technical
Notes.

11



This line represents the state
average for this risk factor.
When a bar goes to the right
of the line, the risk factor is
higher than the state average.
If it is to the left of the line,
the risk factor is lower.

Indicators

Alcohol Retail Licenses

How Summary Measures are Displayed

Availability of Drugs

< Summary Measure > 4—

These are the same summary measures that
appear on the first page of the County
Profile.

state average

< ; —»
lower risk higher risk
[ o.50
< _________
Joas
B Cascadia [l Counties Like Us (CLU)

5-year Rates
County  State

S~

Standardized Scores
CLU County CLU

>——»C0.84 , 0.46 D

-
1 . !
I |Tobacco Sales Licenses ! 0.75 4 0.45
i |Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* :
|
! *See Glossary: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures. '
! i
|
! This summary measure has Annual rates for the most recent 5 The five .year averages for. county and CLU are
! <1 two indicators. Each has its years are averaged. standardized to see how different they are from
! own graph. A the state average. Approximately 95% of the
! | state will fall between a -2.0 and +2.0 standard
! . | deviations from state average. (For more details
! ! see Glossary.)
i :
|
L----------------S- ------------ »  Alcohol Retail Licenses |
|
Read the rate i
as"2.12 6 !
licenses per !
1,000 people”. !
I 4 i
[} |
\  RatePer i
1,000 2 '
\\
\
\
\
\\
N 0
State Rate -
Counties Like Us
Cascadia
Licenses
Al Persons 52,250 53,200 54,602 56,000 57,998 59,962 61,301 62,439 63,476 65,270 ||

Note: State liquor stores and retail alcohol outlets on reservations and on military bases are not included in these data.

12



Pay close attention to
these scales. The

differences between
the state and county |
rates may appear \
more or less 8

-
-

Availability of Drugs 5

A definition of each
indicator can be found
in the glossary that
begins on page 92.

Tobacco Sales License

important depending
on the scale used.

Rate Per
1,000 4

This is the factor.

Different rates use 2
different factors- some

per 100 (percent),

1,000 or 100,000. 0

990 99 99 99 Y 99 996 99 998 1999
State Rate 2.02 1.77 1.73 1.72 167 150 154
Counties Like Us 2.93 2.36 2.21 2.20 2.17 193 183
Cascadia numerator ’\4.77 312/ 260\ 254 2.45 213 195
Licenses 267 181 161 156 153 135 127
Al Persons Jenominator l/y 56000 57,998 \ 59962 / 61,301 62,439 63476 65270

Note: Tobacco retailers on reservations and military bases are not included.

—Rate Formula--

59,962

Rate = (numerator/denominator) x Factor

Example: 161 x 1,000 = 2.69

Read the rate as 2.69 licenses per 1,000 people.

13
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Risk Factors

Additional Measures

g
/

Community

Family

School

Individual/
Peer

Crime

Substance Use

Other

County Profile:

Availability of Drugs

Extreme Economic &
Social Deprivation

Low Neighborhood
Attachment

Transitions &
Mobility

Community Laws and
Norms

Family Conflict

Family History of
Substance Abuse

Family Management
Problems

Low Commitment to
School

Low School
Achievement

Early Initiation of
Problem Behavior

Non-Violent Crime

Violence

Substance Use

Adolescent Sexual
Behavior

Suicide

B stevens

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001

Archival Data

0.74
0.46

0.64
0.15

-0.92
-0.12

0.37
-0.20

No Data Available

0.48
-0.40

-0.01

-0.92
-0.14

0.22
0.49

-0.36
0.88

-0.79

0.62
-0.96

-0.18

0.14
0.13

-0.50
-0.17

-0.28
0.21

state rate

[] Counties Like Us

17



ARCHIVAL DATA - COMMUNITY

18

Availability of Drugs

Su

mmary of Standardized Scores
state average

lower risk higher risk
. 0.74
] 0.46
[l Stevens [l Counties Like Us (CLU)
. Five-year Rates Standardized Scores
Indicators
County State CLU County CLU

Alcohol Retail Licenses 2.96 1.97 2.62 0.70 0.46
Tobacco Sales Licenses 2.36 1.65 2.07 0.77 0.45
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* 0.74 0.46

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

Alcohol Retail Licenses

Rate Per
1,000
1996 1997
State Rate 212 2.06 2.03 2.01 2.01 2.01 2.00 1.98 1.96 191
Counties Like Us 2.85 2.78 2.73 2.70 2.67 2.66 2.62 2.62 2.57 2.65
Stevens 3.30 3.11 3.14 3.02 2.96 3.14 2.98 2.84 2.69 313
Licenses 102 98 101 101 102 111 109 101 98 117
All Persons 30,948 31,498 32,200 33,398 34,501 35333 36,598 35577 36,427 37,331

Note: Retail alcohol facilities on military bases and

reservations are not licensed by the State and therefore are not included in these data.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



Availability of Drugs

Tobacco Sales Licenses

ALINNNINOD - V1Vd TVAIHOUY

Rate Per
1,000
1990 1991 1992
State Rate 2.02 1.77 1.73 1.72 1.67 1.59 1.54
Counties Like Us 2.93 2.36 2.21 2.20 2.17 1.93 1.83
Stevens 3.08 2.58 2.60 2.54 2.42 2.25 2.01
Licenses 103 89 92 93 86 82 75
All Persons 33,398 34,501 35,333 36,598 35,577 36,427 37,331

Note: Tobacco retailers on military bases and reservations are not licensed by the State and therefore are not included in these data.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001 19



ARCHIVAL DATA - COMMUNITY

Extreme Economic and Social Deprivation

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average

lower risk higher risk
l 0.64
} 0.15
l Stevens [I Counties Like Us (CLU)
. Five-year Rates Standardized Scores
Indicators
County State CLU County CLU

Children in Aid to Families Programs 128.85  103.72 99.91 0.58 -0.09
Food Stamp Recipients 104.55 72.03 78.31 0.90 0.17
Free and Reduced Lunch Program 44.23 30.69 38.79 1.13 0.68
Low Birthweight Babies Born 47.40 56.00 48.81 -0.59 -0.50
Unemployment, Age 16+ 9.43 5.40 7.08 1.17 0.49
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* 0.64 0.15

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

Children in Aid to Families Programs

300

225 4

150 -

Rate Per
1,000 45|
0 -
State Rate 11248 11477 120.25 123.76 12293 121.29 11527 112.24 96.04 75.41
Counties Like Us 122.18 127.92 130.01 129.96 12539 118.64 106.91 99.78 94.27 80.78
Stevens 118.31 126.66 140.46 152.18 138.13 132.02 131.53 134.88 127.74 118.21 |
Childrenin ... 1,157 1,252 1,414 1,571 1,458 1,413 1,456 1,456 1,395 1,294
Children, birth-17 9,779 9,885 10,067 10,323 10,555 10,703 11,070 10,795 10,921 10,947

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



250

Extreme Economic and Social Deprivation

Food Stamp Recipients

200

150 -

Rate Per1% 1

1,000
50

State Rate
Counties Like Us
Stevens
Recipients

All Persons

63.86
77.64
87.53
2,709
30,948

102.64 11543 120.28 104.00 98.15 94.54 119.74 112.66 98.02
3,233 3,717 4,017 3,588 3,468 3,460 4,260 4,104 3,659
31,498 32,200 33,398 34,501 35333 36,598 35577 36,427 37,331

Free and Reduced Lunch Program

80

60

Rate Per
100

State Rate
Counties Like Us
Stevens
Approved
Students, K-12

23.40
33.28
36.46
2,572
7,054

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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Extreme Economic and Social Deprivation

150

Low Birthweight Babies Born

100 -

Rate Per
50
1,000

State Rate
Counties Like Us
Stevens

Low-weight Babies

All Births

399 381 439 406 426 451 473 453 412 449

Note: Changes in data result from on-going updates to birth records. NR-No rate is given when the numerator is less than 5.

20

Unemployment, Age 16+

154

Rate Per
100

State Rate
Counties Like Us
Stevens
Unemployed, 16+
Labor Force,16+

4.93 6.39 7.59 7.63 6.42 6.37 6.50 4.77 4.76 4.72
6.78 8.28 9.07 8.50 6.75 7.47 8.18 6.38 6.81 6.58
8.25 9.65 11.25 10.28 8.74 9.50 10.82 9.14 8.98 8.72

1,100 1,330 1,660 1,600 1,410 1,570 1,840 1,580 1,560 1,470
13,330 13,780 14,750 15,560 16,140 16,520 17,000 17,290 17,380 16,860

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



Low Neighborhood Attachment

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average

lower risk higher risk
-0.92 .
-0.12 {
Il Stevens [I Counties Like Us (CLU)
. Five-year Rates Standardized Scores
Indicators

County State CLU County CLU
Population Not Registered to Vote 4.30 26.17 22.81 -2.16 -0.33
Population Not Voting in Elections 42.36 39.73 42.20 0.41 0.39
Prisoners in State Correctional Systems, Age 18+ 65.10 114.89 94.23 -1.02 -0.42
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* -0.92 -0.12

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

Note: Residential Vacancies which came from the Census was dropped from this measure because data is only available
once every ten years.

Population Not Registered to Vote

50

Rate Per
100
State Rate
Counties Like Us 37.48 37.98 27.14 30.18 26.77 25.63 21.04 19.20 22.20 25.91
Stevens 30.55 30.41 17.28 20.41 15.13 11.34 5.46 NR 2.34 3.42]
Not Registered 6,467 6,572 3,824 4,709 3,624 2,794 1,395 -232 598 903
Persons, 18+ 21,169 21,613 22,133 23,075 23,946 24,630 25,528 24,782 25,506 26,384

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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Low Neighborhood Attachment

80

Population Not Voting in Elections

60

40
Rate Per
100 20 4

State Rate
Counties Like Us
Stevens

Not Voting
Reg'd Voters

400

4,803 5,035 3,207 7,876 6,013 11,236 7,149 10,245 11,008 11,780
14,702 15,041 18,309 18,366 20,322 21,836 24,133 25,014 24,908 25,481

Prisoners in State Correctional Systems, Age 18+

300 4

200

Rate Per
100,000 1o |

State Rate
Counties Like Us
Stevens
Prisoners, 18+
All Persons

87.29 91.42 98.63 98.22 100.27 109.29 112.44 116.06 119.38 116.91
70.47 83.90 74.16 79.95 77.10 81.47 96.13  106.33 93.81 93.27
16.16 34.92 55.90 62.88 31.88 56.60 60.11 81.51 63.14 64.29
5 11 18 21 11 20 22 29 23 24
30,948 31,498 32,200 33,398 34,501 35333 36,598 35577 36,427 37,331

Note: NR-No rate is given when the numerator is less than 5.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



Transitions and Mobility

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average

lower risk higher risk
I 0.37
020 |
Il Stevens [ Counties Like Us (CLU)
. Five-year Rates Standardized Scores

Indicators

County State CLU County CLU
Existing Home Sales 19.81 18.39 17.18 0.30 -0.25
Net Migration 16.53 8.36 8.42 1.22 0.01
New Residence Construction 5.81 7.47 5.98 -0.41 -0.37
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* 0.37 -0.20

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.
Note: Households in Rental Properties which came from the Census was dropped from this measure because data is only
available once every ten years.

Existing Home Sales

50

40

30

Rate Per
1,000
State Rate
Counties Like Us 16.80 16.42 16.95 17.49 19.51 17.90 17.62 16.60 16.87 16.94
Stevens 21.00 20.32 20.81 21.26 22.32 20.66 20.49 21.08 20.04 16.88 |
Sales 650 640 670 710 770 730 750 750 730 630
All Persons 30,948 31,498 32,200 33,398 34,501 35,333 36,598 35577 36,427 37,331

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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Transitions and Mobility

Net Migration

60

40 1

ol s 111 il d d il ol on an

ARCHIVAL DATA - COMMUNITY

State Rate 18.01 16.60 13.85 12.55 10.24 10.05 8.88 7.79 5.04
Counties Like Us 11.06 14.81 17.01 17.55 15.69 12.73 8.97 5.16 -0.06
Stevens 10.31 21.65 26.21 27.55 26.58 23.38 15.98 9.75 7.52
New Residents 319 682 844 920 917 826 585 347 274
All Persons 30,948 31,498 32,200 33,398 34,501 35333 36,598 35577 36,427

Note: Based on a three-year rolling average, previously reported as a five-year rolling average.

New Residence Construction

40

30 A

20 A

Rate Per
1,000 ;]
State Rate 9.85 6.45 7.21 7.56 7.78 7.03 7.19 7.33 8.00
Counties Like Us 3.78 5.03 5.89 6.85 6.09 7.36 5.70 6.34 4.47
Stevens 4.01 6.19 5.90 8.95 8.99 6.96 4.59 4.02 4.67
New Residences 124 195 190 299 310 246 168 143 170
All Persons 30,948 31,498 32,200 33,398 34,501 35,333 36,598 35,577 36,427

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
26 Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



Family Conflict

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average
lower risk higher risk

ATIAVA - V1A TVAIHOYY

I stevens [l counties Like Us (CLu)
. Five-year Rates Standardized Scores
Indicators
County State CLU County CLU
Divorce 6.74 6.62 5.76 0.10 -0.78
Domestic Violence Arrests 9.23 7.27 7.22 0.85 -0.02
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* 0.48 -0.40

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

Divorce
20

15 4

10

Rate Per
1,000 |
0
1990 1991
State Rate 7.60 7.47 7.27 7.22 6.79 6.69 6.65
Counties Like Us 6.76 6.62 6.48 6.20 5.78 6.02 6.09
Stevens 7.06 7.37 7.35 6.95 6.55 7.49 6.88
Divorces 164 176 183 180 175 208 185
Persons, 15+ 23,227 23,865 24,886 25,892 26,734 27,775 26,897

Note: Divorces are reported by county of wife's residence or by husband's residence when her's is not available.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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Family Conflict

Domestic Violence Arrests
20

15 4

ARCHIVAL DATA - FAMILY

10 4

Rate Per

“ g
State Rate 4.58 4.62 5.65 6.02 6.66 7.43 7.30 7.62 7.29
Counties Like Us 3.96 5.06 5.81 6.35 6.67 7.64 7.14 7.46 7.20
Stevens 5.01 7.17 6.82 9.75 8.64 9.91 10.18 9.28 8.12
Arrests, 18+ 106 155 151 225 207 244 260 230 207
Persons, 18+ 21,169 21,613 22,133 23,075 23,946 24,630 25,528 24,782 25,506

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
28 Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001




Family History of Substance Abuse

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average

lower risk higher risk
0.05
-0.01
Il Stevens [ Counties Like Us (CLU)
. Five-year Rates Standardized Scores

Indicators

County State CLU County CLU
Adults in Alcohol and Drug Treatment 10.94 10.86 11.98 0.01 0.20
Alcohol- and Drug-Related Deaths 5.91 5.69 5.10 0.08 -0.22
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* 0.05 -0.01

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.
Note: Alcohol- and Drug-Related Deaths were not included in the previous county report.

40

Adults in Alcohol and Drug Treatment

30 -

20 4
Rate Per
1,000 4

State Rate
Counties Like Us
Stevens

Admits, 18+
Persons, 18+

21,613 22,133 23,075 23,946 24,630 25,528 24,782 25,506 26,384

Note: Rates vary from the last report because people enrolled more than one year in outpatient or methadone treatment are now included
and refinements in our geographic assignment process caused slight changes. Persons in Department of Corrections treatment programs

are not included.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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Family Substance Abuse

Alcohol- and Drug-Related Deaths

20

154

ARCHIVAL DATA - FAMILY

Rate Per
100
State Rate
Counties Like Us 4.47 5.43 5.23 4.83 4.94 5.48 5.16 5.15 4.77
Stevens 5.43 5.65 5.20 6.37 5.57 8.89 6.48 3.47 4.94
AOD-related 15 14 14 16 16 28 19 10 16
Deaths 276 248 269 251 287 315 293 288 324

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
30 Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



Indicators

Children in Foster Care
Victims in Accepted Child Abuse Referrals 38.74 38.80 42.41
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure*

Family Management Problems

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average

lower risk higher risk
I 0.21
} 0.16
Il Stevens [l Counties Like Us (CLU)

Five-year Rates
County State CLU
4.98 4.16 4.41

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

Note: Children Living Away from Parents which came from the Census was dropped from this measure because data is
only available once every ten years.

25

20 A

15 4

Rate Per 10

1,000

State Rate
Counties Like Us
Stevens

In Foster Care
Persons, birth-17

Children in Foster Care

Standardized Scores

County
0.42
0.00
0.21

CLU
0.13
0.19
0.16

9,779

4.44 4.41 4.25 413 4.14 4.22

5.23 5.20 5.04 4.62 4.64 4.67
5.26 5.26 5.13 4.74 4.77 4.70
52 53 53 50 51 52

9,885 10,067 10,323 10,555 10,703 11,070

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001

4.18
4.01
5.31
58
10,921

4.07
4.02
5.21 |

57

10,947

ATIAVA - V1A TVAIHOYY
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32

Family Management Problems

Victims in Accepted Child Abuse Referrals

120

90 A

60

Rate Per
= UL o
State Rate 43.50 41.30 40.03 39.71 40.16 38.98 39.60 37.82 37.51
Counties Like Us 47.66 48.36 46.98 42.98 45.92 40.07 39.38 43.99 42.72
Stevens 50.89 53.44 63.35 55.90 46.44 35.59 35.48 34.80 41.56
Accepted Victims 503 538 654 590 497 394 383 380 455
Persons, birth-17 9,885 10,067 10,323 10,555 10,703 11,070 10,795 10,921 10,947

Note: A "referral” is a report of suspected child abuse.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



Low Commitment to School

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average

lower risk higher risk
0.92 .
-0.14 {
Il Stevens [ Counties Like Us (CLU)
Indicators Five-year Rates
County State CLU
High School Dropouts 5.84 8.17 7.82

Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure*

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

20

High School Dropouts

Standardized Scores

County
-0.92
-0.92

CLU
-0.14
-0.14

15 4

10 4

State Rate 6.36 6.68 0.00 8.47
Counties Like Us 5.45 6.41 0.00 8.16
Stevens 3.42 3.53 NR 6.66
Dropouts, 9th-12t 64 71 0 149

Students, 9th-12th 1,870 2,011 1,939 2,238

Note: No data are available for 1992.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001

7.62 7.94
7.37 7.50
6.41 4.41
181 124
2,825 2,812

Rate Per
) ) I I I I I I
0 L ________________|

1998

1999
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ARCHIVAL DATA - SCHOOL

34

Low School Achievement

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average
lower risk higher risk

[l Stevens [l Counties Like Us (CLU)
. Five-year Rates
Indicators
County State CLU
Poor Academic Performance, Grade 4 29.89 26.77 30.71
Poor Academic Performance, Grade 8 20.28 20.19 23.08

Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure*
*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

Poor Academic Performance, Grade 4

Standardized Scores

County CLU
0.42 0.53
0.01 0.44
0.22 0.49

60

45

30
Rate Per
100

State Rate 25.21 26.98 27.52 28.46 27.43 25.39
Counties Like Us 26.47 25.63 28.31 32.50 31.53 30.68
Stevens 29.31 27.87 32.04 30.12 32.03 25.18
Low Scorers 175 160 157 175 180 137
Tested, 4th grade 597 574 490 581 562 544

25.06
30.22
30.23
159
526

Washington's testing system is in the process of changing content and grades tested. Methods for developing trend data are

evolving, but more current data are not available at this time.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



Low School Achievement

. Poor Academic Performance, Grade 8

40

30 A

Rate Per
100
State Rate
Counties Like Us 21.85 21.27 21.22 21.90 22.98 23.30 20.57 26.80
Stevens 24.48 21.93 16.00 17.37 21.82 17.28 22.89 21.94
Low Scorers 129 132 84 103 139 112 144 138
Tested, 8th grade 527 602 525 593 637 648 629 629

Washington's testing system is in the process of changing content and grades tested. Methods for developing trend data
are evolving, but more current data are not available at this time.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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Early In

itiation of Problem Behavior

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average

ARCHIVAL DATA - INDIVIDUAL/PEER

lower risk higher risk
-0.36 I
| Joss
Il Stevens [l Counties Like Us (CLU)
. Five-year Rates Standardized Scores
Indicators
County State CLU County CLU
Alcohol- and Drug-Related Arrests, Age 10-14 3.09 3.77 5.60 -0.18 0.48
Property Crime Arrests, Age 10-14 18.56 26.40 36.93 -0.77 1.04
Vandalism Arrests, Age 10-14 3.25 3.71 7.55 -0.13 1.11
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* -0.36 0.88

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

40

Alcohol- and Drug-Related Arrests, Age 10-14

30 A

20 A

Rate Per
1,000 g0
1997
State Rate 2.32 1.93 1.95 2.24 3.49 3.59 4.19 4.18 3.45 3.56
Counties Like Us 3.07 2.62 2.59 3.89 3.63 8.13 5.44 5.58 5.27 5.51
Stevens NR 3.21 NR 4.79 2.69 3.70 NR 2.70 2.74 4.21 |
Arrests, 10-14 3 9 3 14 8 11 4 8 8 12

Adjstd Pop 10-14| 2,836 2,807 2,

887 2,920 2,977 2,975 766 2,968 2,922 2,847

Note: 1) Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. 2) The DUI portion of this measure is likely
understated, because arrests made by the State Patrol (approximately 40% of DUI arrests) are not attributable to counties. State Patrol
arrests are included in the state rates. 3) NR-No rate is given when the numerator is less than 5.

36

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



Early Initiation of Problem Behavior

Property Crime Arrests, Age 10-14

120

90

60

Rate Per
o I I I I I
0 I I I
State Rate
Counties Like Us 28.57 27.78 33.95 30.71 38.10 46.07 41.08 33.50 26.72 22.79
Stevens 8.82 14.96 20.09 15.41 23.18 22.86 30.03 16.51 8.56 14.75
Arrests, 10-14 25 42 58 45 69 68 23 49 25 42
Adjst'd Pop 10-14 2,836 2,807 2,887 2,920 2,977 2,975 766 2,968 2,922 2,847

Note: Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. NR-No rate is given when the numerator is
less than 5.

Vandalism Arrests, Age 10-14

80

60

40 1

Rate Per
1,000 2
0 | | || || I o ||
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
State Rate 3.65 3.88 3.85 3.95 4.52 414 3.86 3.52 2.67 2.76
Counties Like Us 4.87 5.44 5.83 7.25 8.85 7.65 8.73 7.83 4.80 4.72
Stevens NR 2.14 2.08 4.11 2.69 4.03 NR 3.71 2.05 4.92
Arrests, 10-14 4 6 6 12 8 12 4 11 6 14
Adjst'd Pop 10-14 2,836 2,807 2,887 2,920 2,977 2,975 766 2,968 2,922 2,847

Note: Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. NR-No rate is given when the numerator is less
than 5.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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ARCHIVAL DATA - ADDITIONAL MEASURES: CRIME

Non-Violent Crime

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average
lower risk higher risk

Il Stevens [l Counties Like Us (CLU)
. Five-year Rates Standardized Scores

Indicators

County State CLU County CLU
Adult Property Crime Arrests 4.53 8.55 8.60 -1.19 0.02
Vandalism and Conduct Type Arrests, Age 10-17 5.30 7.24 14.51 -0.29 1.09
Property Crime Arrests, Age 10-17 27.15 38.47 48.02 -0.90 0.76
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* -0.79 0.62

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

Adult Property Crime Arrests

25

20

154

Rate Per 101
1,000
5 i
0 i
State Rate 10.46 9.90 9.81 8.98 9.41 9.14 8.81 8.12 7.35 6.80
Counties Like Us 8.48 8.61 8.65 8.93 7.83 10.39 8.85 7.94 8.19 7.79
Stevens 5.87 5.90 4.71 4.80 3.11 4.94 8.82 5.26 3.49 4.38 |
Arrests, 18+ 118 119 99 104 70 114 62 124 85 109

Adjst'd Pop 18+ 20,096 20,173 21,025 21,664 22,496 23,095 7,031 23,595 24,334 24,886

Note: Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. NR-No rate is given when the numerator is
less than 5.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



80

60

40 -

Rate Per

1,000 |

State Rate

Counties Like Us

Stevens
Arrests, 10-17

Adjst'd Pop 10-17

Non-Violent Crime

Vandalism and Conduct Type Arrests, Age 10-17

6.55 6.73 7.01 7.78 8.36 7.88 7.49 7.02 5.75 5.86
9.00 8.40 11.04 14.53 15.43 14.56 16.48 15.44 10.87 12.61
3.23 2.10 4.65 4.56 3.13 7.10 5.38 7.23 3.63 5.15

14 9 21 21 15 35 7 36 18 25

4,331 4,292 4,517 4,601 4,785 4,930 1,300 4,977 4,964 4,853

Note: Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. NR-No rate is given when the numerator is

less than 5.

150

100 4

Rate Per
1,000

State Rate

Counties Like Us

Stevens
Arrests, 10-17

Adjst'd Pop 10-17

Property Crime Arrests, Age 10-17

4,331 4,292 4,517 4,601 4,785 4,930 1,300 4,977 4,964 4,853

Note: Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. NR-No rate is given when the numerator is less

than 5.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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ARCHIVAL DATA - ADDITIONAL MEASURES: CRIME

40

Violence

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average

lower risk higher risk
-0.96 .
0.18 {
[l Stevens [l Counties Like Us (CLU)
. Five-year Rates
Indicators
County State CLU
Adult Violent Crime Arrests 1.26 1.90 1.80
Violent Crime Arrests, Age 10-17 2.29 4.07 3.70

Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure*
*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

Adult Violent Crime Arrests

10

Standardized Scores

County CLU
078  -0.12
114 -0.24
096  -0.18

Rate Per 41
1,000

State Rate 171 1.82 1.82 1.70 1.90 2.21 1.76
Counties Like Us 1.85 1.86 1.81 1.66 2.00 1.77 1.94
Stevens 1.74 1.19 1.38 1.02 1.69 0.87 0.85
Arrests, 18+ 35 24 29 22 38 20 6

Adjst'd Pop 18+ 20,096 20,173 21,025 21,664 22,496 23,095 7,031

1.86 1.77 1.65
1.62 1.70 1.22
1.36 1.27 0.60

32 31 15

23,595 24,334 24,886 |

Note: Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. NR-No rate is given when the numerator is

less than 5.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



Violence

Violent Crime Arrests, Age 10-17

20

15

10

Rate Per
1,000 5|
1992
State Rate 3.59 4.14 4.22 4.15 5.19 4.18 3.82 3.87 3.43 2.96
Counties Like Us 2.57 1.77 2.30 2.43 4.23 4.14 3.96 3.83 2.43 231
Stevens 1.15 NR NR NR 2.51 1.62 4.62 2.21 2.22 NR
Aurrests, 10-17 5 2 2 4 12 8 6 11 11 4

Adjst'd Pop 10-17 4,331 4,292 4,517 4,601 4,785 4,930 1,300 4,977 4,964 4,853

Note: Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. NR-No rate is given when the numerator is
less than 5.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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[%2)

)

3 Substance Use

Z

5 Summary of Standardized Scores

[an]

? state average

Q lower risk higher risk

2

2

w 0.14

=

o 013

P4

]

=

&) J

2

< [l Stevens [l Counties Like Us (CLU)

5

2 Indicators Five-year Rates Standardized Scores

> County State CLU County CLU

é Alcohol and Drug Treatment, Age 10-17 12.10 12.72 13.05 -0.10 0.05

< Adult Alcohol-Related Arrests 10.94 12.00 15.13 -0.16 0.46
Adult Drug-Related Arrests 3.60 5.21 4.34 -0.83 -0.45
Adult Drunken Driving Arrests 6.97 9.27 8.05 -0.60 -0.32
Alcohol-Related Traffic Fatalities 74.07 42.03 41.73 2.54 -0.02
Alcohol Violation Arrests, Age 10-17 13.74 8.86 16.92 0.44 0.72
Drug Law Violation Arrests, Age 10-17 4.29 4.99 5.97 -0.34 0.48
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* 0.14 0.13

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

50

40 1

30 A

Rate Per 201

1,000

State Rate
Counties Like Us
Stevens

Admits, 10-17
Persons, 10-17

Alcohol and Drug Treatment, Age 10-17

1990

1991
6.96 6.80 8.40 10.41 11.93 12.23 13.55 13.09 12.76
11.67 7.33 6.82 9.86 11.97 11.77 12.11 13.92 15.45
6.45 5.22 6.05 5.63 6.41 8.11 10.86 15.51 20.00 |
30 25 30 29 34 45 57 81 104

4,651 4,793 4,959 5,148 5,305 5,551 5,249 5,224 5,199

Note: Data may differ from the last report because people enrolled more than one year in outpatient or methadone treatment are now
included and refinements in our geographic assignment process caused slight changes. Persons in Department of Corrections treatment
programs are not included.
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Substance Use

Adult Alcohol-Related Arrests

100

75

50

Rate Per
1,000 5|
State Rate 16.80 16.53 16.95 16.32 13.58 10.85 11.71 12.84 11.26 10.91
Counties Like Us 16.28 17.49 16.84 18.69 15.96 14.42 13.85 16.14 14.99 15.96
Stevens 11.89 14.03 11.08 12.32 12.18 9.05 15.36 11.10 10.15 6.79
Arrests, 18+ 239 283 233 267 274 209 108 262 247 169

Adjst'd Pop 18+ 20,096 20,173 21,025 21,664 22,496 23,095 7,031 23,595 24,334 24,886

Note: 1) Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. 2) The DUI portion of this measure is likely
understated, because arrests made by the State Patrol (approximately 40% of DUI arrests) are not attributable to counties. State Patrol
arrests are included in the state rates. 3) NR-No rate is given when the numerator is less than 5.

Adult Drug-Related Arrests

25

20 A

15 4

Rate Per 101
1,000

State Rate 4.08 3.77 3.74 3.93 4.98 4.89 4.82 5.68 5.68 5.40
Counties Like Us 2.88 2.65 2.92 3.59 3.76 4.56 3.90 4.80 4.62 4.22
Stevens 1.54 2.28 1.95 2.12 2.22 2.73 2.56 5.68 3.99 3.17
Arrests, 18+ 31 46 41 46 50 63 18 134 97 79

Adjst'd Pop 18+ 20,096 20,173 21,025 21,664 22,496 23,095 7,031 23595 24,334 24,886

Note: Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. NR-No rate is given when the numerator is
less than 5.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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Substance Use

Adult Drunken Driving Arrests

60

40

Rate Per
1,000

State Rate 11.16 11.36 12.01 11.49 10.86 8.57 8.90 9.72 8.50 8.09
Counties Like Us 7.66 9.15 9.35 10.17 8.56 7.93 7.65 8.32 7.71 7.52
Stevens 7.81 7.73 7.51 8.35 8.49 5.07 9.24 6.78 6.90 4.94
Aurrests, 18+ 157 156 158 181 191 117 65 160 168 123

Adjst'd Pop 18+ 20,096 20,173 21,025 21,664 22,496 23,095 7,031 23,595 24,334 24,886

Note: 1) Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. 2) The DUI portion of this measure is likely
understated, because arrests made by the State Patrol (approximately 40% of DUI arrests) are not attributable to counties. State Patrol
arrests are included in the state rates. 3) NR-No rate is given when the numerator is less than 5.

Alcohol-Related Traffic Fatalities

120

90 -

60 -

Rate Per

I b
State Rate 52.24 49.05 47.31 46.29 43.97 42.66 46.49 39.35 43.20 38.01
Counties Like Us 41.56 53.77 37.84 31.17 46.91 55.29 39.29 31.25 40.00 39.74
Stevens 43.75 80.00 NR NR NR 82.61 62.50 NR 83.33 69.23
Alcohol-related 7 8 1 2 4 19 5 2 5 9
Fatalities 16 10 4 8 8 23 8 4 6 13

Note: NR-No rate is given when the numerator is less than 5.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



Substance Use

Alcohol Violation Arrests, Age 10-17

120

90 A

60

Rate Per
1,000 ;|
State Rate 11.11 8.62 7.20 7.54 8.06 7.83 9.65 9.39 9.25 9.40
Counties Like Us 14.99 15.17 13.09 15.61 15.87 16.23 16.41 17.41 18.55 19.58
Stevens 5.77 14.91 7.08 14.56 10.03 12.17 31.54 11.85 16.12 10.10
Arrests, 10-17 25 64 32 67 48 60 41 59 80 49

Adjst'd Pop 10-17 4,331 4,292 4,517 4,601 4,785 4,930 1,300 4,977 4,964 4,853

Note: 1) Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. 2) The DUI portion of this measure is likely
understated, because arrests made by the State Patrol (approximately 40% of DUI arrests) are not attributable to counties. State Patrol
arrests are included in the state rates. 3) NR-No rate is given when the numerator is less than 5.

Drug Law Violation Arrests, Age 10-17

25

20 A

15

Rate Per 101
1,000

1990 1991

State Rate 2.46 2.19 2.57 3.07 4.39 4.70 5.50 5.52 4.83 4.76
Counties Like Us 1.16 1.20 1.44 2.09 4.86 7.68 5.50 6.29 5.48 5.32
Stevens NR 1.63 1.77 1.30 2.09 3.45 6.92 5.63 5.24 5.15
Aurrests, 10-17 1 7 8 6 10 17 9 28 26 25

Adjst'd Pop 10-17 4,331 4,292 4,517 4,601 4,785 4,930 1,300 4,977 4,964 4,853

Note: Data may differ from our last report because of refinements to our population adjustment process. Denominators are adjusted by
subtracting the population of police agencies that did not report arrests to UCR. In spite of this population adjustment, when the non-
reporting police jurisdiction is where much of the crime occurs, the rate for the county will be lower than it would be if that jurisdiction
was included. For percent subtracted and the agencies not reporting, see Appendix Three. NR-No rate is given when the numerator is
less than 5.

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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Adolescent Sexual Behavior

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average

lower risk higher risk
-0.50 I
017 [
[l Stevens [l Counties Like Us (CLU)
. Five-year Rates Standardized Scores
Indicators

County State CLU County CLU
Sexually Transmitted Diseases, Birth-19 1.87 2.92 2.23 -1.09 -0.71
Births, Mother's Age 10-17 10.70 10.18 12.14 0.10 0.38
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* -0.50 -0.17

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

12

Sexually Transmitted Diseases, Birth-19

Rate Per
1,000 3] I
1991 1992 1996 1997
State Rate 4.21 3.49 3.24 2.90 2.68 2.71 3.08 3.23
Counties Like Us 3.07 2.21 2.31 2.49 2.06 2.10 2.34 2.18
Stevens 1.68 1.27 1.77 1.74 2.27 2.16 1.54 1.61 |
Cases, birth-19 18 14 20 20 27 25 18 19
Persons, birth-19 10,689 11,013 11,287 11,480 11,887 11,580 11,699 11,780

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001



Adolescent Sexual Behavior

Births, Mother's Age 10-17

40

30

20 A

Rate Per
1,000
State Rate
Counties Like Us 13.03 11.14 14.04 13.81 12.05 13.00 12.11 11.63 11.92 8.82
Stevens 8.44 7.10 9.45 9.17 13.26 9.75 11.55 10.27 8.65 7.13
Birthed, 10-17 19 16 22 22 33 25 31 26 22 18
Females, 10-17 2,251 2,254 2,329 2,400 2,488 2,563 2,683 2,532 2,542 2,524

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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ARCHIVAL DATA - ADDITIONAL MEASURES: OTHER

Adolescent Suicide Attempts

Summary of Standardized Scores

state average

lower risk higher risk
-0.28 I
Jo21
ll Stevens [ Counties Like Us (CLU)
. Five-year Rates Standardized Scores

Indicators

County State CLU County CLU
Suicide and Suicide Attempts, Age 10-17 49.10 59.34 67.02 -0.28 0.21
Average Indicator Standardized Score, Summary Measure* -0.28 0.21

*See Appendix One - Technical Notes: Standardized Scores and Summary Measures.

Suicide and Suicide Attempts, Age 10-17

300

225

150

Rate Per
100,000 5 |
0 NN

State Rate 69.31 78.85 61.96 62.54 64.68 60.76 57.88 60.43 53.56
Counties Like Us 39.77 80.15 58.76 65.51 80.25 80.35 58.84 62.60 54.15
Stevens 130.49 NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR j
Suicide & Attempt 6 3 1 3 4 2 2 2 3
Persons, 10-17 4,598 4,651 4,793 4,959 5,148 5,305 5,551 5,249 5,224

Washington State Department of Social and Health Services
Research and Data Analysis, CORE-GIS Data System, May 2001
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Needs Assessment Phase Two:
Analyze Student Survey Data

INTRODUCTION

What is Student Survey Data?
In Fall 2000, over 100,000 6t, 8th, 10th and 12t grade students in 629
schools successfully completed the Washington State Survey of Adolescent
Health Behaviors (WSSAHB). The goal of this survey is to learn how
Washington youth respond to questions about substance use and other
problem behaviors, and to assess their levels of risk and protective factors
that relate to substance use and other problem behaviors.

Who Receives Survey Data?

Counties that had either survey participation by more than 50% of
students in each grade (6th, 8th, 10th, and 12th), and more that half of
the school buildings, or that successfully followed a random sampling
plan, receive county-level results. [NOTE: Participation by all or part
of a county in a survey administration that was particular to one of
Washington’s research grants (Diffusion or SIG) may affect county
data. See the note on page 59.]

Superintendents of school districts with more than 50% participation
receive district-level reports.

Superintendents receive school building results for all of the buildings
in the district that participated in the survey.

How can a county without county-level data use WSSAHB data in their needs
assessment?

Every county profile includes results of the state-wide sample.
Counties that do not have county-level data can use state results to
support their needs assessment.

Where there are no county survey results but some school district
results are available, county prevention staff can work with their
school partners to complete a needs assessment for a geographic area
that corresponds to the school district. This workbook gives guidelines
on how to interpret survey results based on the percentage and
distribution of students who participated in the survey.
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What is the relationship between survey data and archival data?

e Research on the relationship between archival and survey data is on-
going. It is probably most useful to consider these as two ways of
looking at the same thing. Other perspectives exist, for instance the
perspective of local service providers and law enforcement personnel,
many of whom have data to support their analyses.

e With the addition of survey data to your needs assessment process, you
are in a position to weigh all the evidence you have gathered. Where all
the evidence points in the same direction, your choice is clear. Where
there are contradictions that you cannot resolve with the evidence on
hand, you may need to look for additional information. Remember, your
goal is to find and use measures for your needs assessment that
« are reliable (or replicable), verifiable, and stable; and that
 you can later use to monitor your prevention efforts.

¢¢ Important!---READ THISee

How should prevention program planners analyze survey data?

The bars on the profiles in this report represent the percentage of students
who are resilient (with protection), at risk, and who have engaged in the
problem behaviors (substance use and antisocial behavior). The flow chart on
pages 54-60 offer guidelines for your analysis.

In addition to changes in survey questions, the “percent at risk” and “percent
with protection” is based on a new analysis of the cut-points that define risk
and resiliency. An explanation of that cut-point analysis can be found in the
Technical Notes. This change in analysis means that you should not compare
the risk and protective factor results of the 2000 survey to previously
published 1998 reports. The 1998 numbers reported here are adjusted to
reflect the new analysis, and the school districts have received new district
and building analyses.

Why was the survey changed?
Changes in the survey come from several different directions.

* Some items were dropped from this survey because of the length of the
survey. However, risk factors for which there are no data are
still important for prevention programs and you are
encouraged to use other data (including older survey data) for
these risk factors. Some of the missing items will be included in the
2002 survey.

* Many items that are required for monitoring and evaluating tobacco
prevention efforts were added to the survey, making it longer than
optimal. This length problem will be partly resolved with the 2002



survey when a joint administration of the WSSAHB and the Youth
Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS) will allow the new tobacco questions to
be included in the YRBS.

Research with our partners at the University of Washington led to the
development of the cut-points, and some of the changes in risk and
protective factors. This research is on-going, and we will benefit from
advances in the field of prevention. In Washington State we have
enough statewide and school district data that we will be able to
deepen our research agenda, and this may lead to more changes in the
survey items. The cut-points will stay the same, so that we can use
risk and protective factor data in our monitoring and evaluation
efforts.

The change from Spring to Fall administration was based on an effort
to find the optimal time in the schools’ academic calendars, and to find
a way to meet the needs of the planning efforts based on the WSSAHB
and the YRBS.
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Analyze Student
Survey Data

l

Determine geographic and
population distribution of data.

|

Consider the participation rate of
students in each school.

Adjust scope of needs assessment
to accommodate survey data
availability.

Are risk factors
too high or
protective

factors too low?

Add to
Needs Assessment
Worksheet




Compare school building participation in
the survey to the number and geographic
distribution of buildings in each school
district in your county, and the school
district participation to the districts in
your county.

+¢ If no school districts in your county
participated in the survey, you can
still use the statewide data for your
Needs Assessment.

< If your school building participation
is spotty, concentrated in only one
part of the county, or in only one type
of school (for instance, only large
urban schools), you could use the
data selectively, but not for
countywide assessment.

% If only one of three elementary
schools in a town or community
participated, be cautious of applying
these results to the whole
community. The population of each
school building may be very different.

_______
-

Analyze Student
Survey Data

Determine geographic and
population distribution of data.

Consider the participation rate of
students in each school

Adjust scope of needs assessment
to accommodate survey data
availability.

Ave risk factors
too high or
protective

factors too low?

Add to
Needs Assessment
Worksheet
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What percentage of students in each
building, district or county participated in
the survey? Any participation rate over
80% is good. However, if the rate is 80%,
that still means that 20% of students did
not participate. While those who did not
participate may have been absent from
school for a variety of reasons, in some
cases there may be important differences
between students who took the survey
and students who did not.

Analyze Student
Survey Data

l

Determine geographic and
population distribution of data.

l

Consider the participation rate of
students in each school

Adjust scope of needs assessment
to accommodate survey data
availability.

Are risk factors
too high or
protective

factors too low?

Add to
Needs Assessment
Worksheet




DASA Prevention and OCD Community
Mobilization needs assessments can be
successfully completed with county data if
you have it, and state data if you do not.
In addition, you can complete a needs
assessment for any other geographic
boundary for which you have adequate
data.

No county data?

For instance, if you do not have
countywide survey data, you can do a
county needs assessment based on
archival data and state student survey
data. Say the members of your needs
assessment team have qualitative data
that supports the focus on a particular
risk factor, but no survey data. Your
needs assessment can site the state rate
for the risk factor (your quantitative data)
and support it with your other local
evidence. (Before developing a prevention
program to address this risk factor, you
should develop an indicator for
monitoring outcomes.)

If you have survey data for some of your
county’s school districts (say, two out of
five of the county’s school districts), you
can complete a more precise needs
assessment for the communities that
most closely correspond to those school
districts. In that case you may want to
collect additional archival data that
matches the school district or community
boundaries.

NOTE

Counties with research projects (SIG
and Diffusion)

Even though a significant part of your
county has participated in student
surveys administrated at other times, you
may not have county results in this
report, or you may not have county
comparison data from 1998/99. This is
because the surveys are not precisely
comparable. Additional analytic work by
the researchers will be required to adjust
those data for new cut-points and
differences in wording.

Analyze Student
Survey Data

Determine geographic and
population distribution of data

Consider the participation rate of
students in each school

Adjust scope of needs assessment
to accommodate survey data
availability.

Ave risk factors
too high or
protective

factors too low?

Add to
Needs Assessment
Worksheet
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Consider the percent of students at risk in
terms of comparisons with other geographies

and times.
Tips on Analysis

There have been a number of changes
between the 1998 survey and Fall 2000.
(See the next page for a list and discussion
of those changes.) It is essential that you
consider these changes when comparing
the new data to survey data in previous
reports.

Compare local results to state results, and
1998 data to Fall 2000 data.

* The findings in this survey give a
general picture of students’
perceptions and behaviors. These are
estimates, not exact measures.

» Differences in results can be
considered from both a statistical and
a practical point of view. Statistical
significance is influenced primarily
by the number of students who
participated in the survey. In
general, the more students who

participate, the more precise are
these estimates. In small counties
and school districts, differences of
less than 5% are probably not
important.

» Differences in results are practically
significant if the differences are
programmatically meaningful.

Analyze Student
Survey Data

Determine geographic and
population distribution of data

Consider the participation rate of
students in each school

Adjust scope of needs assessment
to accommodate survey data
availability.

Are risk factors
too high or
protective

factors too low?

Add to
Needs Assessment
Worksheet
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Changes Between the 1998 and 2000 Survey

If you have county-level survey data for 1998, you will notice that the figures
presented here for 1998 “percent at risk” and “percent with protection”
are different from those published in the 1999 County Profiles. These
changes are based on research that established a new set of “cut-points”---the
point on a risk factor scale at which a student was determined to be at risk, or
on a protective factor scale that indicated “with protection”, or resilient. (See
Technical Notes for more detail.) In the current report we have adjusted the
1998 data so that you can compare 1998 to 2000. The 1995 survey will be
adjusted with new cut-points later this year.

Keep this in mind when you look at previous needs assessments, grant
applications, or any other reference to survey data. Also, inform your partners
and other people with whom you have shared survey data.

There were some changes in the survey items that affect the way survey

results can be interpreted:

» Two scales were dropped from the survey: Transitions and Mobility, and
Rebelliousness. Transitions and Mobility is still an important risk factor.
Evidence for this risk factor can be collected from schools (or perhaps more
conveniently from the ESD) as school building “turnover” rate.

* The scale for Community Disorganization is not complete---there is only a
single item from the scale. More analysis will be needed to determine if that
single item reflects the risk factor with any precision. That item is not
reported here, but is available in the item details from the school district
reports.

* The question for 30-day use of alcohol changed so much from 1998 to 2000
that they are not comparable. In 1998 the questions was phrased “how many
times have you used alcohol (beer, wine, wine coolers, hard liquor)?” In 2000
the questions was “On how many days did you drink a glass, can or bottle of
alcohol (beer, wine, wine coolers, hard liquor)?” Initial evidence suggests that
the difference in wording has had a significant impact on student responses.

» Anti-Social Behavior scale has been changed from a risk factor to a series
of prevalence indicators.

» Some buildings elected to include Poor Family Management, plus two
protective factors in the family domain. Those are not reflected in the
county report but may be available from individual school districts.

The 1998 survey was administered in the Spring, the 2000 survey in the Fall.
Most researchers expect that there are seasonal effects in student surveys,
but there is no research that clarifies this effect. Bear this in mind if you see
unexpected changes from Spring 1998 to Fall 2000.
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Analyze Student
Survey Data

Determine geographic and

Select the risk factors that are too high,
population distribution of data

protective factors that are too low, and
prevalence indicators that are unacceptably

high.
+« H